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of higher education have to do with this process. A review of recent
tederal funding programs in relation to degree expectation by field
and lievel (in 1975-76 ana projected to 1985-86) shows a positive
correlation between rields receiving significant federal support and
tendency of students to choose tuose fields, as well as a declina irn
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Foreword

In the final report of the Carnegie (.ouncil on Policy Studies in
,Highcr kducation, entitled Three Thousand Futures: The Next

. = Twenty Years for Higher Education, several conc crns are expressed. )
Among these it is feared that:

, - - - the heavy hand of government may tend *o a homogenization of
policies.and practices that will stifle the new efforts at distinctive styles
and approaches. ’

That eqaality of results by regulauom may gradually come to re-
pl.m- equality of oppostunity in fair competition; the former reduc-
ing and the latter elevating average perfurmance (1580, p. 137).

This fear is a direct result of the increased role that the federal gov-
ernment has been playing in higher cducation over the last two
decades. At first this role was primarily a passive, helping role. The
establishment of studentaid loan programs, the availability of un-
restricted® institutional aid, and tunds made available to help in the
building of new facilitivs. Later this role became more direct as the
federal government made iunds available to promote national policy.
Examples of this type of aid are categorical research grants and stu
dent aid designed te increase =nrollments in specific academic areas.
‘To many it seemed that during the 1970's the federal role in higher -

v - education turned from a helping hand to a clenched fist, using aid as
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a tool to further federaliy-mandated social goals. This was especially
true in promoting cqual ;educational opportunity for minorities, wo-
men, and the hundicapped. ¢

Preyvious examinat'ons of this increased icderal role have primarily
beer in the mamagenent and financing of the institutions. {reat con-
cern has been expressed over the increased number of forms to be
(lled out, expensive managtment vrovedures for accountability, and
the centralization of authority. What has received lesser attention is
tie impact on the curriculum.

-

This impact on curriculum has heea less obvious for several rea-
sons. First, the ‘fesign and implementation of the curriculum is an
institutional responsibi'ity and therefore the federal government has
been carefnl not to establisl: any-overall policies or set of priorities
for the cursculum. Second, the primary purpose of much of the -
federal iction has been directed toward student access or to manage-




\

<~ . ment accountability, and thus the impact on curriculum has been in.
direct, and in many cases anintentional. :

s

However, despite overall intentioms, federal action his had, cither
directly or indirectly, significant influence on the curriculum of higher
education. In this veport, William V', Mayville, rescarch associate with
the ERIC Cleminghouse gn Higher Education, has identified many
of the divect and indirect eftects that federal action has hid on the
cutvicnlm. Dr. Mawville has added clarity 1o this arca by first ex-
» amining the instintional contest for curriculir change. and then
reviewing specitic federal progrinns, sllowing ow over a period of
time, they lave had significant impact ypn stydent choice of cur-
. ricula. ' i e

Especially with the creatioin of the new Dgpartnient of Education,
it is probable that the tederal role in higher education will increase
rather than decrease in the future, It is therefore important for in-
stitwtions 10 be awa + ot this curricular influence wnd to estidblish

L] . . . . .
methods o guide and connol it. Iy his conclusions, Dr. Mayyille
ofters several recommendations that nay help to insure & more com-

. patible: partnership between the higher education” curriculum. com.

]
munity and the tederal government. i

Jonathan D. Fife, Director  *,, °
ERIC ® Cleasinghouse on Higher Education
' ’
=
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- Overview . o

. -, / »
This paper examines federal action that has influenced, citber di-,
rectly or indurectly, the curriculum of higher education. The purpose
- is to better comprehend the process by which educational pol'ﬁ de-
8

cisions are reached by the govetnment and what institutions of higher
ecducation have 1o do with this process. The interaction of higher edu-
Caiion msmuuons witly their cnuronmcm through the instrumen-
tality of curncular initiative would seem a given in a democratic
social structure pledged Yo' institutional autonomy and a laissez-faire L
economic.system. Yet institutions of higher ‘education in ‘the United -
States have not only become increasingly passive since the mid- _
nineteenth century in the area of curricular dcvclopmcnt. but also '
1eactive to extérnal . pressures to reform and rpstructure that have -
little to do with institutional mission or purpese. The nature and
extent of federal action vish-vis the curriculum in higher education,
though still _open to dcbatc. is becoming clearer and can be traced
historically, ° »
Federal influence on cusriculum is typlﬁcd as both direct (legisla-
“tive and indirect (fcgulat{)ry) Fedemal education legislation, dating
", from the Morrill Act of 1862 to the present, has taken three direc-
¢ . tions: ‘expanding: the scope of vocational/technical and scientific
higher education and cxtcndmg the educational franchise to under;
served segments of the* populate. These three l‘cgnslauvc areas ‘are
. examined, as is the recent tendency of federal education legislation &
, to become part of omnibus bills cutting an extremely broad educa-
tienal path. It is suggested that the growing need for national plan-
ning has fostered a greater role for the federal government in the
* higher education sector, precipitated the formation of the new De-
pariment of Education, and had' a profound influence on the cur-
riculum of higher institutions.

Federal regulations are cxumincd_that impinge on the academic
workplace and pertain 1o (1) auditing procedures, (2) threats to aca-
demic freedom by public control of cofuroversial research, (8) civil
rights regulations that cause curricular displacements, (4) and the
.governmental definition of academic progress that threatens special
institutional programs. The increasing control of hrigher education
by tI'nc government is based on federal assumption of responsibility

0




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

Alege and university cunicnlum in an arena ol competing interests, .
]

graduate curricalhum in ptivate, and  public institutions. Uninten-

’ [

LY

to ensure educational legislation in the public interest and 1o ensure

accountahility tor use of public money. . ' T
Institations of higher education are susceprible o such curricular |

displacement in the absence of stromg institutional guidelines on the

nature of general education, which, in the past, has givén curricular ~ .

coherence to the undergraduate college. ‘Thus, the (dutemporary col-

none of which has provided a semblance of curricular orderliness.

The vulucrability of higher education institutions 1o cxternal cur- ’
ricular control. both dircet and indirect, is*“due to the politicization
of the higher education sector, the inability of institutions to satis-
factorily define the undergraduate curricilum, the expansion of the
public education ideal (practical/vocational purposes of cducation),
and the lack of institutional resources, )

An examination of recent federyl fulf(!isg patterns in gelation to
degree expectation by field and level (in 1975.76 nd projected 10
1985-86) shows a positive correlation between ficlds receiving sig-
nificant federal support and tendency ofstudénts 1o chose those fickds,
as well as a decline in students nujoring in“selected fields humani-
tes, in particular) that lack federal support. While no cause-and-

effect relationship is necessavily implied, these correlations should be .
studied. . '

» .
It is also observed that the” federal government is increasingly con-

sidered the major spur to cducational innovation, akhough funding
levely for innovation in ndnticntific fields and for encouraging in-

. - - . ‘
stitutional diversity are extremely low. '

1t is concluded that federal support is crucial. to both public and o
private higher education. Without strong curricular leadership by 2
institutions. government funding  priorities “have helped shape in.
stitutional curricular eniphiases and played a role in defiming the out- o
comes for both priv ‘¢ and public higher education. The result has
been the compelling vocational dwust of the contemporary under-

tiomally abictted T beea the decline of general education as a pre-
mise on which to build & colicrent undergricluate experience based
on institutional goal stmements, ‘

- ’,»"

Several recommendations, are offerdd regarding the influence of ;-
government on the curbiculuin of I%hcr education:
o Policy initiatives should be develeped by the federal government  §
that take into acconnt their potential and ety impact on collegd
and wiversity cuniatha, '




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
s

. @ The federal government representatives should study the implica-

tions of fedvial aegulmions for the ciriculum in' concert with: rep-
reseutatives from the higher oslucation community before these regu-
lations are implemented.

e Colleges and universities should take the inigiative in articulating
more forcetally ideas about the purposes of cducation in a democracy
and seek funds that support cuticula 1o realisze these purposes.

o Institutions and the federal government should evaluate whether
serving the public purposes of cduction by encouraging curricula
that will produce needed manpower does at the same time supaort
the national goal ot a welleducaed ditizemy capable of making de-
cisions in the best interests of themselves and the (lunmm ‘¢ society
in which. they live. -

~a
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Dirc& and Indirect Federal Curricular,lnﬂuéncc_:
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The m:p.ngt of federal action on Ligher eglucation curruula should
be a concern dt those who spmk lor the higher education cammunity
at the nationaly regional, stte, and Uocal levels. Frederick Lane, a
political scientist B.lru( h College, C.U.N.Y., bchcvcs

There is no facet_of \nmu:m ﬁu;her education: loday that is not ey
vignificantly mﬂurnce(l by goveinihent: who aitends collq(c what s _
studied, . which f:uulu ate lurcd. which public seruice activities are .
undﬂtalnn whai ‘facilities are constructed, and thé quglity of in- . .
strucsional syl other ereaces deliveled (emphasis added) (1978, p

136).
In the ahsence of a- mmmry of education, curricular dcvclopmcnl
din the United States in the past has been a matcet of ‘individual
proclivity dn the part of philanthrppists, college presidents, and _ .
facuhy, and in. the present of realizing social, politigal, am’ econojnic
goals on the p.u" o the federal govenunent. Frederick R olph
v (1977, po 197) gomments tht thve Tast. great msmuuon.nl statgment of
curriculum umformm and synunetry was the Yale Report of 1828.
\hcr that! order and cergginty in higher education institutidns in the '
United States: became more a function of the bureaucracy th: ¢ held -
the Zurriculum together, which burc.nucr.nty became “the illusion ol .
structure in a course of study that was close to bcmg an expression of
chaos” (Rudolph 1977, p. 197) . o
The shaping’ of the prcscm cumculum in institutions of hnghcr
cducalmn can be explained as not the result of intentional planning
and foresight by colleges and univensitics but rather as a consequent
¢ . of external vocial nd cconomic forces, related to natiomal manpower * v |

»needs that often’ were in conflict with stated msmunonal purposcs, .
especially in thc area of curricular dcslgn and mlssion. e .
v “ i

s

Unn/qszly lmle, Manpower N(ﬂb and Curricula -

T gt R

Rcﬂcum;., on the contemporary univenity, Eric Ashby sees u as a o
im of its own 1.,00(! fortunc: ‘ L

It is mow recognized that the smd) of |nt~'lln tual systems supnorls the = . ¥
. whole structure of wmdern socitey. U m\cmlu's, therefore find them- .

' seles ini the nnlmrr.mmg p(munn of hol(hng a monopol\ To enter 4
the professions, to ‘rise in the sofial scale, to acquire power: thege V ‘-
aspiratiohis nowudays are diflicult to fulfill without a higheg education.”

, +Nlmost the only kind of world success which is independent of the uni., -

H v )
" T - . . “',
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versity mmfupnh « money-making. So gu.uti‘mll\ CACTYONE 110w Wants

a college degrae and the phiase “mass highr education” has come ta

represent, a sml ofhuman right yAshby in McMurrin 1978, p-19).

Given the .lpp.qcm velf- evidence of \shhy s view, it is little wonder

that: students wonkd logk to lll.lhpﬂWt,‘l needs to deterinine their cur-
ricalar ¢lwice. Ahamad 4ml Blaug, editors of The Practice of Man-
powt? Forccasting - (197 s, p. 322) , suggest that manpower forecasting
has not bc(-n HpumH\, wseftil for edpcational decisiogmarking and
on occasion s b been positively misleading. Breneman ( 075, p. 135)

“asserts that in thc United States mi: anpower projections e not used .
for centialized manpower  pignning (the llocation of so m.my stu-,
dents to certiin fields or the allotment of space in universities);
rather, we rely on ‘decentralizbd decisionmaking and rantdom’ sclcc
Stion. Lane. (1978, p. 142) seesthat the connection between umvcl- .
sities and political institutioms hdve alerted the publlc to the 'im-
portafee of American Ifigher education: “The result is what Edgar .
Litt calls the public \ounonal university, one that is supportéd by .
" federal. funds, directed by governmental decisions, and dedicated to
lhc puxlumun of applied knowledge and trained manpower useful to
national political and economic leadeis” (lL.ane 1978, 'p. 142): "¢,

A possible’ scenario for extermad cgiticular control was su;,guu:d by
the cconomist; Richard l-(cemnu (1971). He bchcvcs. the college edu-
catedtmunpower magket ¢an be manipulated 1o achieve social bene- -
fits and suggests that couuniucc of muppower specialists, cdmpnsed
of employers, professional associations, government, and academic
Jdnstitntions, could determine mimpower sllolugc arexap as reflected in
salaries, projected expe nditures. etc. Based on this mlo mation, “man-

- power shortage fellowships could be set up dcslgne( : .tndice ad-,

* ditional students into_ghose fields; alfs, “subsidies give to sm'plus
occupations would be reduced and, |l necessary, special retraining
_prograins established to lielp experignced workers shift jo new fieldfs’™
(p. 115) . Freenfar funlu' believes that it is pmsnl)lc to prcd:ct the

sponse'o[ the miyket to policy but that thechief problem is t- de- .
Vise i rationd! set of priorities sand goals (p. "29) (emphasis added) .

Obviously, Freemidn'y appxo.uh had already, been used by the gov-
crmnent when the Nitional Defense Education Act legiftation, in.
combination with a projected weacher shortagt’, |ir0n|plcd large num-

* bers ui \lll(ll’ll(\ to choost: teacher education 'curricula ® When it was

L4

*In tlu NDEA “was the National Defe me Swdent Loan (NDSL) .program.
Jhu' tane had a fordiveness elase fog people who datered the teaching field.
This eliise em omaged !m,unnmbm ,of students o select “eduiatio?” pro-
grams,

.
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discovered, and publicly announced, that a surplus of teachers existed,
students hegan 10 shy awiy from education as their future occupation,
presumably shifting to other, more promising fields. Thus, projections :
of underemployment in the humanities and social sciences over the
neyt eight or nine years may also have the effect of causing sludems to
reflect on ghe wisdon of loyalty to these subject areas. C

A response to the marketplace dilemma facing studenss iz fo. in-
stitutions to reflect directly through curricular offerings what many
students wan? to sticdy. For example, in 197475 several member in.
stitutions of the Council for the Advancement of Small -Colleges
(CASC) amalvsed mechenisms such as annual enro'lment figures, selec-
tion of stundent majors, and attrition analyses to determine trerds in
their siudent clientcle — students being referred to as consumers of the
product, cducation. One participant in the CASC Workshop (titled
“"Why Consider Carricular Evaluation and Change”; discovered at
his own institution that “adults and young people think developing
carcer-related skills is the most important single objective gf.a col-
lege education” (Winkelman 1977, p. 5). The implication of such a
study caggests that an institution should offer a major in sociology if
enough students want to go into sociit work; and if there is ‘an
abundance of teachiug perhaps teacher education programs should
be cut back. To cow.plete the market analogy, Winkelman (1977, p.
7) observes that “the experts in commercial activity suggost that the

orgadization which is the most adaptive to the market is the one
which will survive in the strongest position.”

This striking example of the relativity of curricula to marketplace
perceptions ake: it all the more crucial to focus on the federal role
in shaping demands for, college and university graduates in specific
firlds, especially in terms of the implications for fields not receiv-
ing much’ support and in tenins of its eflect on institutional goal
formation.

Rationales /m Federal Influence on Cumcula

A curriculum can be thought of as a fixed sequence of courses thal
prepate a student to pursue a given field of study: or as all the
cow “es a college offers or all thecoursés a student takes in any given
subject. If the college or university curriculum is responsive to federal
priorities, then it might be assumed institutions have articulated their
goals so that they can accede to and are willingly subordinated to
the cunricular direction supplied by the government to the bencfit of

6
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all segments of the higher education enterprise, society being the ulti-
mate beneficiary. )

But, it has been maintained (OFCD 1971, p. 21) that federal sup-
port for education in the United States is not subject to definition in

" relation to a single unified plan. Instead. federal support is repre-

seuied as “a collection of individual programs and provisions, cach
enacted into law to support or accomplish 2 specific purpose” (Grant
and Lind 1978, p. 149). Breneman and Finn (1978, p. 53) observe
that:

The sheer number and variety of programs undertaken by the national
government to support the higher education industry . . . indicates that
- Washington has neéver made a straightforward commitment to support
higher education per se and has refrained from adopting individual
universities as national responsibilities. Aside from the military aca- .
deinies and 1 handful of other exceptions. federal support hag stopped
short of general-purpose subsidies such » those the states provide for
their public campuses. Instead, one -ategorical program has followed
another, each purchasing a patticular service. Although these pur-
chases range from the schooling of low-income students to the conduct
of research in particle physics, and although individual institutions may
amass tens of millions ot dollars a year from diverse federal sources,
Washington's stated purposes remain limited and discrete.

It is a commonplace to think of federal programs coming into
existence to satisfy specific and mutually perceived national problems
or needs that compel the government to act in a' way to deal *vith or
eliminate them, Based on this premise, it would seem reasonable to
conclude that federal support for education yields no overall pattern .
or master plan but.instead is characterized by a kaleidoscopic array
of programs and activities. If this is true. then colleges and univer-
sities, by responding to federal prioritics, have contributed greatly to
their. own lack of curricula direction, assuming Rudolph’s premise
that there is an absence of core belicf about what constitutes cur-
ricular coherence for their students.

The influence of federal action on the curriculum finds its rationale
and is typified by: (1) the nced for direct federal intervention for the
public good, such as funding for purposes of national defense, public
health, or social (extending the cducational franchise) or institu-
tional vitality (promoting diversity and innovation); and (2) the
need to provide accountability mcasures to insure public money is
spent in respounsible ways through federal regulations, often with
broad social implications, to which recipicnts of federal monies must
adhere. . .

"
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Direct Federal Intercession pro bono publico: Legislation
e L LT AT B —

Direct federal action in the public interest led to the creation of
land-grant colleges (the Morrill Act of 1862) and public black colleges
(Mornill Act of 1890), as well as to the formation of a variety of in-
stitutes and agencies, like the National Institutes of Health (1930) .
the National Science Foundation (1950), the National Foundation
for the Arts and Humanities (1963), and the Fund for the Improve-
ment of Postsecondary Education (1973). All of. these federal initia-
tives encouraged curricular innovation and improvement by either
providing resources for specific subject fields or for gemeral areas of
curricular *development, such as interdisciplinary study, international
education, and courses and programs under the rubric of “lifetime
learning,” or “adult education.”

Initially, federal support for education took the form of giving
public land to maintain public schools. the first grant being author.
ized by the Congress of the Confederation in 1785. Two years later,
more federal Lind was given for educational purposes, this timne
under the Northwest Ordinance. In this instince, the U.S. Govern-
nent contracted to sell land in Ohio, where a part of each township
was 1o be set aside tor schools, and additional land used for estab-
lishinent of a university. After that, legislation affecting college and
univenity took four directions: (1) the creation of vocational /tech-
nical programs or institutions to provide such_programs; (2) extend-
ing the educational franchise, originally in conjunction with satsify-
ing the vocational technical needs of the nation; (3) promoting
scientific rescarch, especially for purposes of medical progress or na-
tional defense; and (4) passage of comprehensive laws that signifies
the importance of federal support for all types of programs, and im-
plies the development of national policy toward higher education that
is much more focused than legislation in support of any single pro-

‘gram or activity.

Vocational/Technical — The first federal action with curricular
implications was the passage of the Morrill Act of 1862.* The intent
of the legislation was to establish colleges where “such branches of
learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanical arts” would "
be pursued by the industrial classes (A Compilation . . . 1977, PP
519-520). The act provided 30,000 acres of government land to each

“The exception to this, of course, was the prior founding of the U.S. Military
Acadenty in 1802, and the subsequent establishment of the U.S. Naval Academy
in 1845. Both academies had a scientifically-oriented curriculam: engineering:
at West Point, and marine science at Annapolis.

8
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eligible state (nonsecessionist) based on population as reflected in the
number of congressmen and senators the state had. The curriculum
was meant to cover subjects related to agriculture and the mechanical
arts “. . . in order to promote the liberal and practical education of
the industrial classes in the several pursuits and professions in life.”
The curriculum was also to include other scientific and. classical
studies; and including military tactics (since the Civil War was in
progress, the training of officers was a national priority,*® and these
institutions were mtcmled to snmfy this and other national man-
power nceds) .

The essence of the Morrill Act, then was: (1) the establishment of
land-grant colleges in the states that had not seceded from the Union,
and (2) the provision of educational opportunity at the higher-edu-
cation level for the “industrial classes,” defined at the time as farmers
and mechanics. Implicit to that definition is a distinction between the
professional classes, whose education was presumed to have a different
social function (the training of leaders), and therefore a different
curricular focus (literary), and the working classes, i.e, the urban
and rural workers, whose curricular needs were delineated in the
act to be “practical.”

The population of industrial classes eligible for higher education
in 1862 was extremely small. In 1870, only two percent of persons 17
years and older had graduated from high school; 20 percent of the
population over 20 years old was illiterate (79.9 percent of this num-
ber were “Negro and other”) (U.S. Department of Commerce 1976,
p- 382). Only 7,064 boys graduated from high school in 1870, while
9,598 males obtained their baccalaureate in 1874. These figures mean
many baccalaureate recipients had not finished high school (Jencks
and Riesman in Touraine 1975, p..27). Thus, the land-grant colleges
had a small segment of the population to draw from, or at least who
were qualified for some form of college work.

Futhermore. students were reluctant to L. in their college studies
in agriculture. For example, Minnesota adopted the provisions of the
Morrill Act in 1863 but its first agriculture students did not matricu-
late until 1889 (Madsen 1976, p. 36). Questions besetting programs in
agriculture were: Was the land-grant college essentially a teaching or
a rescarch institution? Were college farms to function primarily as
sources of revenue, as training grounds for future farmers, or as

**Rainsford (1972, p. 9) commented that “With the mounting casualties of
the first battle of Bull Run, Shiloh, and Pea Ridge, and with McClellan in the
midst of the carnage of the Peninsula campaign, the North realized it needed
trained soldiers.”
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demonstration tadilities for the introduction of new techniques? And.
would graduates be willing to return to farms after their taste of the
outside world, or would the new colleges have the etfect of weaning
the futre tumers away from the soilz (Madsen 1976, p- 36). Also,
there was no finmn scientific bise for agricultural experimentation and
development in the US, until the Hawch Act of 1887, which provided
for the establishment ot experimentad agricultural ‘stations. In actu-
ality,-students of every sodal background envolled in land.grant col-
leges and took suhMth;u olien were more of a literary than prac
tical nature, which was a veflection of the training of their teachers
(Madsen 1976, p. 35). This curricular oscillation between notions of
liberal learning andt practical truining set the .st‘&gc for subsequent

ateness of vocational subjects at the undergraduate level.

The Morrill Act of 1862 thus had created institutions to fill the
North’s need lor technically trained "manpower, for training of
soiers, and tor agricultural experts, and was based on an implicit
assunTption that the working classes needed their own-type of institu-
tion differemt trom those that turned out the professional " classes.
Their_creation ¢ be thought of us an initial stage in the develop-
ment of an integrative class culture,

debates within the institutions of higher education over the appropri-

The First "Morrill Act also represented a change in federal policy
from making grants-in-aid to education in general o grantsin-aid lor
specitic types of cducation. Blauch (1935, p. 38) commented that
federal grants were 4 means by which the government cooperated
with the states in activities not mentioned in the Constitution as fall-
ing within ity purview. Some of the purposes of grants identified by
Blauch are: o mitigate inequities under the system of taxation® em-
ployed; to encourage state and local expenditures in the national
interest; and “to make possible the enforcement of a national mini-
mum of cerwin types of activities and results” (p. 38). It has been
pointed out that, historically, federal aid acted to stimulate local
initiative (Wiggins 1966, p. 205). ¢ ‘

‘The Second Morrill Act of 1890 was again directed to “the main-
tenance of agricultural colleges,” this time targeting federal monies
“to be applied only to instruction in agriculture, the mechanic arts,
the English language and the variows branches of mathematical,
physical, maral, amd cconomic scienee, with special reference to
their applications in the indusuies of life, ad to the facilities for
such anstruction”™ (A Compilation . . ." 1977, p. 522), This act also
stated  that distinctions ot race or color would negate the a